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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. This Office action is in response to applicant's paper filed 10/22/2004. Claims 1-11, 13- 
17 as amended are still in consideration for this application. Applicant has amended claims 13, 
14, 16, and 17. Applicant has canceled claim 12. 

2. Examiner withdraws the claim objection(s). Examiner thanks applicant for making the 
necessary corrections. 

3. Examiner withdraws the objections to the specification. Examiner thanks applicant again 
for making the necessary corrections. 

4. Examiner withdraws the objections to the drawings. Examiner thanks applicant yet again 
for making the necessary corrections. 

5. Examiner withdraws the anticipated and obviousness rejection using the Peck reference. 
Applicant's arguments have been fully considered and are persuasive. As such, please see the 
new rejections below. As the rejections below are new, the following rejection is made non- 
final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

7. Claims 1-, 7-10, and 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
WO 98/09462 to Ericsson et al CEricsson'^ 
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As to claim 1, see e.g., figure 1 where the mobile terminal is taught as mobile 26'. 
As such, the mobile interfaces with at least two different networks, see e.g., satellite 
network 22 or terrestrial networks 14(1) and 14(2) and page 9, first fiiU paragraph. See 
e.g., figure 3 which teaches at least two modems as Tx/Rs 56(1) - 56(n) and bottom of 
page 1 1 . The policy enforcement point is taught as either the common or uncommon data 
stored in either the SIM card 46 or (intemal) data storage 60. hi particular, see e.g., 
figure 2 which teaches storing policy type information as either uncommon 52 or 
common 50 information for at least two networks, see e.g., page 1 1 first full paragraph. 

As to claim 7, the policy enforcement engine is the processing unit and the policy 
repository is either the intemal or external storage. 

As to claim 8, certain information is updated thus teaching updating information 
fi-om a policy definition point, see e.g:, bottom of page 18. 

As to claim 9, see the directory structure taught e.g., in figure 2. In particular, the 
structure is hierarchical since the data is stored as either common or uncommon and non- 
hierarchical since the data is stored based on the type of network. In addition, see Table 
1 on pages 14-16 with respect to fiirther structure. 

As to claim 10, since the information is run on a computer, the policy repository 
and policy enforcement engine are implemented in software. 

As to claim 13, see similar rejection to claim 1. In addition, see e.g., figure 4b 
with respect to authentication and authorization. In particular, figure 4b fiirther teaches 
negotiating and requesting access to at least one of the blocks if authentication is needed 
134. In addition, the credentials are e.g., Kc and CKSN in block 140. 
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As to claim 14, see similar rejection to claim 1. 
As to claim 15, see similar rejection to claim 1. 

As to claim 16, see similar rejection to claim 13. With respect to collecting 
accounting information, see e.g., the fields in Table 1 on pages 14-16. 
As to claim 17, see e.g., the fields in Table 1 on pages 14-16. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 2, 4 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over WO 
98/09462 to Ericsson et al {^'Ericsson'') in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,946,634 to Korpela et al 
{"Korpela''). 

As to claim 2, Ericsson discloses limitations in the base claim. 

Ericsson is silent or deficient to the further limitation wherein the mobile terminal 
includes a layer 2 switch and a layer 3 switch router connecting data flows from at least 
one of the two modems with at least one of the user applications. 

Korpela teaches the further recited limitation above at e.g., figure 6. 

The proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) necessary to arrive 
at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Ericsson to include the above limitation 
at issue. 
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As such, examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
prior to applicant's invention to include the above limitation, hi particular, the motivation 
for modifying the reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to 
communicate with a network such as a GSM network 30a or a B-ISDN network 30b. Li 
particular, Korpela cures the above-cited deficiency by providing a motivation found at 
e.g., figure 6 and column 5, lines 22-63. Li particular, note that the user appHcation 
handles the network layer such as for mobility management or radio bearer control which 
runs on top of layer 2. Second, there would be a reasonable expectation of success since 
both references teach using a mobile phone to communicate on different networks. Thus 
the references either in singular or in combination teach the above claim limitation(s). 

As such to claim 4, see similar rejection to claim 2 where the flows are based on 
properties at the network layer, see e.g., column 5, lines 22-63 of Korpela, 

As such to claim 11, Ericsson discloses limitations in the base claim. 

Ericsson is silent or deficient to the further limitation wherein the at least two 
modems are implemented as interchangeable modules. 

Korpela teaches the further recited limitation above at e.g., column 2, lines 50-54. 

The proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) necessary to arrive 
at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Ericsson to include the above limitation 
at issue by e.g., substituting a new memory component which is well known in the art. 

As such, examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
prior to applicant's invention to include the above limitation. Li particular, the motivation 
for modifying the reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to 
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communicate with a network such as a GSM network 30a or a B-ISDN network 30b. In 
particular, Korpela cures the above-cited deficiency by providing a motivation found at 
e.g., at column 2, lines 50-58. In particular, layers 1 and 2 are implemented in software 
and are thus motivated to be interchangeable for switching networks. Second, there 
would be a reasonable expectation of success since both references teach using a mobile 
phone to commimicate on different networks. Thus the references either in singular or in 
combination teach the above claim limitation(s). 
10. Claims 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over WO 
98/09462 to Ericsson et al {^'Ericsson'') in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,675,015 Bl to Martini et 
al C'Martinry 

As such to claim 5, Ericsson discloses limitations in the base claim. 

Ericsson is silent or deficient to the fiirther limitation wherein the mobile terminal 
includes means for acting as a bridge to one of the at least two mutually heterogeneous 
networks for a second mobile terminal to access one of said at least two mutually 
heterogeneous networks. 

Martini teaches the fiirther recited Umitation above at e.g., in figure 1 and column 
8, lines 59-60. 

The proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) necessary to arrive 
at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Ericsson to clarify that the above 
limitation is well knovm in the art with respect to Bluetooth. 

As such, examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
prior to applicant's invention to include the above limitation. In particular, the motivation 
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for modifying the reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to 
communicate with different base stations. In particular, Korpela cures the above-cited 
deficiency by providing a motivation found at e.g., figure 8 and column 5, lines 59-60. In 
particular, it is known in the art that one mobile terminal can communicate with another 
Bluetooth mobile terminal because Bluetooth allows for short range communication 
amongst multiple Bluetooth devices. Therefore one Bluetooth mobile may communicate 
with another Bluetooth mobile where the second device acts as a bridge to communicate 
with one of the heterogeneous networks as described by Ericsson, Second, there would 
be a reasonable expectation of success since both references teach using a mobile phone 
to communicate on different networks. Thus the references either in singular or in 
combination teach the above claim limitation(s). 

As such to claim 6, see similar rejection to claim 5. 
11. Claims 3 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over WO 
98/09462 to Ericsson et al {''Ericsson'') in view of GB 2,292,653 A to Poole, 

As such to claim 3, Ericsson discloses limitations in the base claim. 

Ericsson is silent or deficient to the further limitation wherein the mobile terminal 
is arranged for handing over a session fi-om one of the mutually heterogeneous networks 
to another, by re-routing the data flow within the mobile terminal fi^om one of the at least 
two modems to another. 

Poole teaches the further recited limitation above at e.g., page 3, lines 17-31. 

The proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) necessary to arrive 
at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Ericsson to clarify handovers between 
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different networks is well known in the art due to roaming such that the above limitation 
at issue would have been obvious. 

As such, examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
prior to applicant's invention to include the above limitation. In particular, the motivation 
for modifying the reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to 
communicate with different networks. In particular, Poole cures the above-cited 
deficiency by providing a motivation found at e.g., page 3, lines 17-31. In addition, 
although Poole teaches a second network as AMPS, other types of networks such as the 
ones taught by Ericsson can also be used. Second, there would be a reasonable 
expectation of success since both references teach using a mobile phone to communicate 
on different networks. Thus the references either in singular or in combination teach the 
above claim limitation(s). 

As such to claim 11, Ericsson discloses limitations in the base claim. 

Ericsson is silent or deficient to the further limitation wherein the at least two 
modems are implemented as interchangeable modules. 

Poole teaches the further recited limitation above at e.g., page 3, lines 17-31. 

The proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) necessary to arrive 
at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Ericsson to include the above limitation 
at issue by e.g., substituting a new memory component which is well known in the art. 

As such, examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
prior to applicant's invention to include the above limitation. In particular, the motivation 
for modifying the reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to 
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communicate with a network such as a GSM network 30a or a B-ISDN network 30b. In 
particular, Poole cures the above-cited deficiency by providing a motivation found at e.g., 
page 3, Unes 17-31, In particular, layers 1 and 2 are implemented in software and are 
thus motivated to be interchangeable for switching networks. Second, there would be a 
reasonable expectation of success since both references teach using a mobile phone to 
communicate on different networks. Thus the references either in singular or in 
combination teach the above claim limitation(s). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this conraiunication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Derrick W. Ferris whose telephone number is (571) 272-3123. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9 A.M. - 4:30 P.M. E.S.T. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ricky Ngo can be reached on (571)272-3139. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EEC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Derrick W. Ferris 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2663 
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